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TESEKKUR

Oncelikle “hep giilmek iizere” diyerek ciktigim bu yolu, elimden gelenin en iyisiyle
tamamlayan kendime koca bir tesekkiirii bor¢ bilirim. Ismimi bir yiiksek tezi ithafindan
esinlenerek koyan, beni en sevdigi ders olarak karninda Sosyal Psikoloji derslerine
gotiirdiigli i¢in bu yolculugumu daha dogmadan baslatan canim annem Zehra Yelken’e;
akademik basarimi, elimi omzundan birinci sinifta heceleri sokmeye calismaktan tut her
sinavimda biricik yoldasim olan canim babam Cenan Yelken’e; bugiin oldugum kisiyi
olmami sagladiklari i¢in her ikisine birden; bu yolda bana tiim anlayis ve Ozverisi ile
destek olan birtanecik kardesim Ataberk Yelken’e; ¢iktigim yolda tiim siire¢ boyunca elimi
tutarken manevi desteginin eksikligini hi¢ hissettirmeyen canim hocam Zuhal Yenigeri
Koékdemir’e; mizah ¢alismam konusunda beni cesaretlendirip bu yolda tiim imkanlariyla
hep yanimda olacagimi sOyleyerek beni destekleyen, bilime kendini adanmishg ile,
arastirma ve daima yeni seyler liretmek gayesiyle yasayan, kendime bir¢ok yonden rol
model aldigim saygideger canim hocam Dogan Kokdemir’e; desteklerini bir an bile
esirgemeyen canlarim Mehmet Alp Memis, Deniz Akdeniz ve Tugba Tegin’e sonsuz

tesekkiirlerimle. ..



OZET

lligi YELKEN, Komedyenlerin Cinsiyeti izleyicinin Mizah Anlayisim Etkiler mi?,
Baskent Universitesi, Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii, Sosyal Psikoloji Tezli Yiiksek Lisans,

2024

Bu arastirma, komedyenlerin cinsiyetinin izleyicilerin mizah algisim1 nasil etkiledigini
arastirmaktadir. Calisma, sakalar erkek ve kadin komedyenler tarafindan yapildiginda
izleyicilerin espriyi ne kadar komik, kaliteli ve zekice algiladiklarina dair tepkilerindeki
farkliliklara odaklanmaktadir. Evrimsel perspektif ve grup kimliklerinin algi ve
davraniglar1 sekillendirmedeki roliinii vurgulayan Sosyal Kimlik Teorisine dayanan bu
calisma, Ozellikle gruplar arasi bir baglam olarak cinsiyete odaklanarak komedyenlerin
cinsiyetinin mizah algisini nasil etkiledigini ortaya ¢ikarmayi1 amaglamaktadir. Bunlar1 test
etmek i¢in deneysel bir tasarim uygulanmistir. Calismanin 6rneklemi Tiirkiye'de yasayan
132 kisiden olugsmaktadir. Veriler MANOVA kullanilarak analiz edilmistir. Sonuglar, ayni
espriyi yaparken hem erkeklerin hem de kadinlarin esit derecede komik oldugunu
gostermistir. Dolayisiyla, komedyenin cinsiyeti izleyicinin mizah algisin1 ve begenisini

etkilememektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Mizah, Mizah Algisi, Mizah Begenisi, Cinsiyet Farkliliklar1, Sosyal
Kimlik.



ABSTRACT

flgi YELKEN, Does the Sex of Comedians Affect the Audience's Sense of Humor?,
Baskent University, Institute of Social Sciences, Master’s in Social Psychology with
Thesis, 2024

This research investigates how the sex of comedians influences the perception of jokes
among audiences. The study focuses on differences in audience reactions to how funny,
quality and clever they perceive the joke when jokes are delivered by male versus female
comedians. Grounded in evolutionary perspective and Social Identity Theory, which
emphasizes the role of group identities in shaping perceptions and behaviors, this study
aims to uncover how the sex of the comedians influences humor perception by particularly
focusing on sex as an intergroup context. To test these, an experimental design was
administered. The sample of the study consists of 132 people living in Tiirkiye. The data
were analyzed using MANOVA. The results indicated that both men and women were
equally funny when delivering the same joke. Therefore, the sex of the comedian does not

influence the audience's perception and appreciation of humor.

Keywords: Humor, Humor Perception, Humor Appreciation, Sex Differences, Social
Identity.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Humor is a universal issue that has been studied by philosophers and scientists from
a variety of fields, including sociology, social psychology, cognitive psychology, and
others, from antiquity to the present (Berger, 1993). Berger summarizes the viewpoint of
important philosophers on humor including Thomas Hobbes and René Descartes, who
believe humans laugh because they feel superior; Immanuel Kant and Arthur
Schopenhauer, who argue comedy arises out of a sense of incongruity; and Herbert
Spencer and Sigmund Freud, who suggest comedians provide a much-needed form of
relief (from, respectively, nervous energy and repressed emotions).

Humor is an important material that can be used to uphold or break social norms, to
ingratiate oneself with others, to dominate and manipulate them, or to bring people closer
together or exclude them. In addition, humor can be used to disparage and show animosity,
to ease relationship conflicts or avoid confronting issues, to propagate stereotypes or
dissolve biases, and to communicate and convey feelings of affection and tolerance
(Martin, 2007). This multidimensional approach to comedy makes it clear that the notion
of “sense of humor” is not a monolithic construct. Individual differences in humor can be
related to any of these various elements, forms, and functions, including sex differences.
Cognitive differences may be seen, for instance, in people’s capacity to recognize odd
connections in circumstances, to come up with amusing stories and jokes, to make other
people laugh, to retain and repeat jokes, or to rapidly pick up on other people’s jokes. A
person’s sense of humor can also be used to describe aesthetic distinctions in how much
they find certain comedy appealing, such as canned jokes, specific themes like
aggressiveness or sexuality, or specific structural elements (Ruch, 1992). In the alternative,
it may be related to temperamental differences: the extent to which an individual is
typically cheerful and joyful, viewing circumstances with a non-serious attitude (Ruch &
Kohler 1998). It can also allude to routine behavioral patterns, such as the propensity to

laugh a lot or to make jokes and make other people laugh (Martin, 2014).

According to Hertzler (1970), humor is a social phenomenon. It is social in its origin,
in its processual occurrence, in its functions, and effects. In fact, Davis (1993) states it
provides inconspicuous insights on human and societal existence although humor is

usually treated as less serious by society in general. If it just depends on a relationship



between the joke and the receiver, people do not react to the same joke differently in the
case of how they react.

Humor is socially constructed, as Hertzler states (1970). There are different factors
that make up humor, just like sex, and culture is one of them. Each society has its own
culture, and these cultures have their own values and norms. So, what is appropriate and
acceptable in humor changes according to society (Nevo & Leong, 2001). In other words,
what is considered humorous depends on social situations and cultural influences. Also,
Hertzler (1970) states that societal and cultural values have important effects on
constructing and shaping the content, target, and style of humor that society has. Although
humor is a universal phenomenon that plays an important role in social interactions, the

way humor is perceived and appreciated varies among individuals and across cultures.

1.1. Humor and Sex

Humor is also a multifaceted psychological phenomenon, and it can take many
diverse forms and has a range of psychosocial functions. Even though any of these factors
may or may not be related to sex, it is one of the primary factors that could influence how

comedy is interpreted (Martin, 2014).

There is a continuous discussion regarding the existence, magnitude, and explanation
of cognitive differences between men and women (Halpern, 2011; Halpern et al., 2007;
Lindberg et al., 2010; Lippa et al., 2010; Voyer et al., 1995; 2007; 2015; 2017). However,
according to the meta-analysis study of Greengross and colleagues (2020), men and
women differ both in the production of jokes and in the perception and evaluation of jokes.
An example of this domain is humor production ability (HPA), which is a cognitive
attribute that is characterized as the capacity to make others laugh, come up with amusing
remarks, and generate humorous ideas (Greengross et al., 2014; Greengross & Miller,
2011; Hooper et al., 2016; Lampert & Tripp, 1998; Martin, 2014). The notion that women
are not humorous, in particular, is one of the many social prejudices regarding sex

differences in humor that permeate culture (Hitchens, 2007; Shlesinger, 2017).

The Theory of Sexual Selection states that differential parental investment shapes the
different behaviors and preferences of men and women (Trivers, 1972). When a species

reproduces sexually, the pickier sex—typically the females—bears the greater reproductive



costs. According to Miller (2000a, 2000b), mate choice between partners evolved a variety
of cognitive abilities, including language, the arts, athletics, and humor, to promote mate
quality. These elusive markers of mental fitness are real measures of intellect that highlight
a person’s hereditary qualities and are used to promote cognitive prowess. One of these
fitness five indicators is thought to be humor, and HPA has a favorable correlation with a
number of intelligence tests, the strongest of which is with verbal aptitude (Christensen et
al., 2018; Greengross & Miller, 2011; Howrigan & MacDonald, 2008; Kellner & Benedek,
2017). According to the research, men will be more inclined to promote HPA in an attempt
to attract women since women are pickier than men, and women will make more of an
effort to choose partners based on men’s capacity to manufacture and display high levels of
HPA. Why might men’s HPA levels rise as a result of this? According to Miller (2000b),
the reason for this is due to selection pressures resulting from higher intra-sexual
competition amongst men, which pushes men to constantly raise their HPA in an effort to
outdo their rivals and win over women. Because there is less evolutionary pressure on
women to utilize humor to attract mates, therefore it is expected to predict men to have a

higher HPA than women.

Research on comedy appreciation also shows that women preferred “nonsense”
humor, or non-tendentious humor, whereas men preferred humor with aggressive and
sexual overtones (Groch, 1974; Terry & Ertel, 1974; Wilson, 1975). Furthermore, there
was evidence that jokes that made fun of women were generally more enjoyable for both
men and women than jokes that made fun of men (Cantor, 1976; Losco & Epstein, 1975).
In fact, researchers have generally not found differences in enjoyment ratings between
sexes when using nonsexist sexual jokes as stimuli (i.e., jokes about sex that do not
disparage either women or men) (Chapman & Gadfield, 1976; Wilson & Molleston, 1981).

As mentioned earlier, men and women differ not only in the production of jokes, but
also in the way they react to them. Studies have shown that men and women respond to
humor in various ways. In contrast to women, who exhibit a higher degree of
interdependence between these behavioral measures, men frequently exhibit an
independence between their overt, public expression of humor appreciation (mirth) and
their private, evaluative response to humor stimuli (funniness ratings) (Cupchik &
Leventhal, 1974; Leventhal & Mace, 1970). Additionally, it is stated that men value
aggressive (Groch, 1974) and sexual (Groch, 1974; Malpass & Fitzpatrick, 1959; Terry &



Ertel, 1974) humor more than women do, with the exception of absurd humor (Groch,
1974; Terry & Ertel, 1974). In contrast to women, men are also documented as producers.

Furthermore, the way that comedy is created and perceived by men and women is
influenced by a multitude of social and cultural elements. A common misconception and
cultural device is the idea that men are funnier than women (Hitchens, 2007; Shlesinger,
2017). According to studies conducted by Crawford & Gressley (1991) and Nevo and
colleagues (2001), men are significantly more likely than women to describe or select men
when asked to name which sex is funnier or to describe someone with an impressive sense
of humor. In one study, the stereotype that men are funnier than women was accepted by
89% of women and 94% of men (Mickes et al., 2012). However, Speer (2017) states that
men and women are equally funny when it comes to humor production, but men are more
likely to be perceived as funnier than women. This disparity in perception may be due to
social factors and stereotypes, as well as the fact that men are more dominant in the
comedy industry. In fact, he argues even the voice of comedians can influence humor
perception. For example, a study found that people found comedians with male-sounding

voices funnier than those with female-sounding voices.

The issue was approached through Social lIdentity Theory (SIT). This theoretical
framework, which is consistent with SIT’s findings on group membership, in-group
favoring, and out-group bias, guides the study’s inquiry of how comedians’ perceived sex
affects audience responses to humor. According to SIT, people divide themselves and other
people into social groups based on factors like sex. This division influences how people
view and treat members of their own and other groups, including whether they find
comedy funny. In line with SIT, on how social identity shapes behavior and how social
context shapes stereotypes and group dynamics, the theory posits that audiences might find

humor from comedians of their own sex more appealing.

1.2. Social Identity Theory

Social Identity Theory (SIT) was initially formulated by Henri Tajfel (1970) to
examine the influence of social identities on individuals’ attitudes and behaviors towards
their ingroup and outgroup. This theoretical framework was subsequently expanded by

John Turner (1975). The term “social identity” describes how a person’s perception of



themselves is shaped by their affiliation with particular social groupings. Sports teams,
religions, nationalities, professions, ethnic groups and sex are a few examples (Leaprer,
2011). As Tajfel and Turner (1986) states, SIT is based on how people’s perceptions of
their social group membership affect their view of themselves. It explores the
psychological foundations of intergroup behavior, highlighting the universal human
tendency to assign labels to oneself and others which results in classification. This
classification creates a feeling of identification and belonging within the group, which
frequently leads to prejudice against members of other groups and bias towards in-group
members. SIT emphasizes the role of group belonging, in other words, belonging to a
group plays a crucial role in how people engage with and view the world in addition to
being a significant source of pride and self-esteem. Further, SIT asserts that bias against
one’s OWN group can arise from even the most basic circumstances for group formation,
highlighting the significant impact of social identity on conduct. Providing insights into the
structure of discrimination, stereotyping, and group dynamics, SIT emphasizes the intricate

relationship between personal and social identities (Turner et al.,1999).

1.2.1. Social identity theory and group favoritism

The self-concept enables individuals a basic framework for understanding and
interacting with others in their social environment. Humans use their understanding of their
(1) personal selves (e.g., What is my typical reaction as a person in this or a comparable
scenario?), (2) their relational selves, which center on the role that they play in
relationships with particular significant others, and (3) their collective selves, which
completely define interactions through membership in a particular social group or
category. The level of self that dominates contact and influences pertinent contextual
knowledge about the self depends on the social context in which it occurs. The social
identity perspective focuses on the part of an individual’s self-concept that comes from
their significant group memberships, or social identities that belong to the relevant group.
It also looks at how social and self-categorization processes set the normative boundaries
for intergroup relationships and how group memberships can serve as a compass for an

individual’s interactions within particular groups (Sedikides et al., 2011).

Within the context of SIT, the in-group refers to the group with which an individual

identifies, while out-group pertains to groups they don’t identify with. SIT asserts that



people have a natural inclination to perceive their in-group in a positive light while being
neutral or even negative towards out-groups, thus enhancing their self-image. Further,
people who are categorized into in-groups and out-groups tend to feel more attached to and
like members of their in-group than members of the relevant out-groups. This may lead to
discrimination toward out-group members and in-group favoritism (Tajfel & Turner,
2004). In other words, the theory states that people favor their in-group and discriminate
against the out-group, which makes them more attached to the in-group and more likely to

keep their distance from the out-group.

According to SIT and cognitive theories of gender development , there ought to be a
rise in bias against one sex for every increase in awareness of and identification with a
particular sex category (Martin &Ruble, 2010). Research shows that young children
exhibit a strikingly strong preference and liking for members of their own sex over those of
other sex groups. In comparison to other sexes, they also tend to judge their own sex less
negatively and more favorably (e.g., pleasant, intelligent). In other words, favoritism for
individual’s their own sex group starts from early ages (Martin and Ruble, 2010).
Furthermore, numerous countries (such as the US, Canada, Wales, and ltaly), ethnic
groups (such as African Americans, Latinx, Chinese Americans, and European
Americans), and socioeconomic classes (from lower-class to upper-middle-class) have all
shown these trends (Martin and Ruble, 2010). According to empirical data, in-group
(same-sex) bias develops and endures well into middle childhood. Also, while sex
prejudice is evident in most children’s groups, it may be stronger in some. Research has
indicated that girls exhibit greater bias towards a particular sex than boys do (Halim et al.,
2017). The disparities may be due to sex stereotypes, where girls are viewed as “good” and

boys as “bad”, even though the exact causes are not known (Heyman, 2001).

1.2.2. Social identity theory and humor

According to Sidanius and colleagues (1994), socialization about intergroup views
teaches people this technique of comparing themselves to subordinate groups at a young
age. These comparisons give rise to a social identity. The concept of social identity, mostly
from Tajfel and Turner’s pioneering work (1979), emphasizes group dynamics and the
interaction between the individual and the group. In other words, a person only has one

“self.” Rather, individuals have several identities, or selves, that fit into various social



groups. Therefore, an individual is composed of multiple distinct social identities, some of
which are more noticeable in certain contexts (Sidanius et al., 1994).

According to SIT, a person’s identity can be found anywhere along the line between
their social and personal identities. The second category is determined by one’s
membership with a social group (e.g., sex, race, occupation, sports team). Even when
group membership is determined by insignificant or irrelevant criteria, the status of this
social identity is context-dependent and can result in actions that disadvantage members of
the outgroup (Tajfel et al., 1971). According to Ferguson and Ford (2008), in addition to
material resources, social groups typically compete with one another for positive
distinction. Positive distinctiveness refers to a group’s members’ sense of superiority on
aspects that are relevant to their group. However, social identity is challenged if the in-
group does insufficiently in an intergroup comparison, and members try to reestablish
positive distinctiveness. Using disparaging humor is one method to accomplish this.
Disparaging humor can give positive distinctiveness to the in-group by enabling social
comparisons to relevant out-groups. Consequently, the reestablishment of positive
distinctiveness will enable the previously threatened member of the in-group to find

amusement in the disparaging humor and even come to appreciate it.

A group-based theoretical model of the functions of humor was presented by
Martineau (1972), stating that there are several factors affecting the mentioned social
functions: (1) the individual or group that originates the humor (the actor), (2) the audience
or the recipient of the humor, (3) the target of the humor, (4) the audience’s or recipient’s
assessment of the humor (either positive or negative), (5) the cultural context, and (6) the
social positions of the people. He asserts that humor influences human interactions in three
distinct group contexts: intragroup interactions, intergroup interactions, and intragroup

situations.

Moreover, it is known that laughter and humor are quite important in the case of
social significance and laughter is viewed as a sign of group membership and solidarity for
those who share a joke and of exclusion for those who are the butt of the joke, and thus, it
provides a means of maintaining social control and group cohesiveness (Blakemore &
Jennett, 2001).



1.3. Evolutionary Perspective on Humor

For many years, scientists have studied the evolutionary origins of various human
traits and behaviors. Biologists have identified key indicators suggesting an evolutionary
basis for a trait, including its universality, early developmental onset, and presence in other
species, particularly primates. Firstly, humor is a universal human experience, occurring
daily in both primitive and modern societies. Elements like surprise and incongruity in
social interactions are common and provoke laughter globally (Apte, 1985; Lefcourt,
2001). Secondly, smiling and laughing are observed across all human cultures and in other
species, especially apes and primates. Research even indicates that rats can laugh. In
primates, two facial expressions resemble human smiles and laughter: the silent bared teeth
display (similar to a human smile) signals submissive appeasement, while the relaxed open
mouth display (similar to human laughter) appears during social play and signals
enjoyment. In humans, these expressions often occur together, reflecting the degree of
happiness rather than the type of interaction (Preuschoft and van Hooff, 1997; van Hooff
and Preuschoft, 2003). Thirdly, smiling and laughing develop early and spontaneously in
all cultures. Babies smile reflexively and begin to laugh out loud at around two to four
months of age. These expressions, recognizable worldwide, emerge before language.
Recordings or images of smiling and laughing individuals from one community are easily
understood by members of another community. Smiling and laughing are instinctive
responses even in blind or deaf newborns, indicating that these emotions are not culturally
bound (Sher and Brown, 1976).

The goal of evolutionary explanations is to emphasize behaviors that are
fundamentally ingrained in humans. Evolutionary theories of humor examine its adaptive
benefits, considering the known evolutionary forces of natural selection and sexual
selection. Throughout millions of years of evolution, humor has developed to perform
beneficial roles in survival and reproduction, which are the essential functions of any trait
influenced by evolution. Several evolutionary theories aim to explain the adaptive function
of humor, each emphasizing different aspects of humor and laughter. While there is no
consensus on a single theory, all can be classified under either natural selection or sexual
selection. Natural selection involves inheriting traits that aid in survival and reproduction,

suggesting humor might improve health by reducing stress (Darwin, 1871). Theories based



on sexual selection focus on humor’s role in attracting mates and enhancing reproductive

success (Darwin, 1871).

Sexual Selection Theory (Darwin, 1859) posits that traits such as language,
creativity, art, music, and humor evolved through mutual mate choice to signal mate
quality. These traits are difficult to fake and correlate with intelligence, a key factor in
human survival, serving as indirect indicators of genetic quality. Humor is considered a
reliable measure of fitness, reflecting underlying genetic traits (Miller, 1998; 2000a).
Darwin’s Sexual Selection Theory (Darwin, 1859) suggests that humor may be appealing
as an indicator of genetic quality, enhancing reproductive fitness by attracting mates rather
than directly improving survival. Many traits selected through sexual selection are
considered markers of strong genetic makeup (Andersson, 1994). Since women are
generally more selective, men are expected to use humor more creatively to signal their
quality, while women are more receptive to these signals when choosing a mate. Women
generally want a man who can make them laugh, while men prefer a woman who will
appreciate their humor. This aligns with the evolutionary theory that women evaluate a

man’s humor as a signal of his quality, which he uses to attract them (Li & Kenrick, 1999).

From an evolutionary perspective, laughter and humor might have been important.
Since humor requires higher cognitive abilities, which also yield benefits for survival and
reproduction, people with a sense of humor were probably popular since they were likely
products of good genes (Martin, 2007, 2014). It is believed that favorable selection factors
for partners include indicators of good genes, which could include humor creation and
appreciation behaviors. Sexual selection was a major factor in the evolution of human

humor, according to Miller’s Evolutionary Theory of Humor (1998).

Furthermore, Li and colleagues (2009) in their article “An Evolutionary Perspective
on Humor: Sexual Selection or Interest Indication?” explore two hypotheses about the
evolutionary role of humor: the sexual selection theory and the interest indication model.
The Sexual Selection Theory (Darwin, 1859), derived from Darwin’s principles, posits that
humor signifies intelligence and genetic fitness. Conversely, the interest indication model
(Li and Aumer, 2013) posits that humor aids in the initiation of new social bonds and the
monitoring of current ones. Research results indicate that both sexes employ humor to
express their attraction to the opposite sex and to evaluate this interest positively. Three

studies were conducted. In the first study, a survey conducted with university students



indicated that they were more inclined to use humor with those they found romantically
appealing (Bressler & Balshine, 2006). The second study, an online experiment, revealed
that individuals deemed less physically attractive were perceived as more attractive and
warmer when they made humorous attempts (Lundy et al., 1998). In the third study, speed
dating session observations showed that men who initiated humor were perceived as
demonstrating more romantic interest and received more favorable responses compared to
those who started with general conversation (Provine, 2000). In conclusion, these results
suggest that humor serves to indicate and monitor interest in social relationships, and it

might also correspond with sexual selection theories.

According to Miller’s Evolutionary Theory of Humor (2000), sexual selection is a
major factor in the evolution of human humor. Sexual Selection Theory posits that traits
like humor evolved to signal mate quality, correlating with intelligence and genetic fitness
(Miller, 1998; 2000a). Research shows that humor is valued in partners, particularly by
women, and men use humor to attract mates (Bressler & Balshine, 2006).

Humor can serve as a coping strategy for vulnerable groups (Berk, 2015), enhance
emotional well-being (Crawford & Caltabiano, 2011) and even potentially reduce suicidal
thoughts (Tucker et al., 2013), and increase student engagement and performance when
used by teachers (Goodboy, Booth-Butterfield, Bolkan & Griffin, 2015). However, even
with all of its advantages, there is also the argument that humor is seen as a characteristic

that is mostly associated with men (e.g., Brodzinsky & Rubien, 1976).

Historically, humor has been considered a masculine trait. Studies from decades ago,
like Ziv (1981), indicated that humorous boys were perceived as funnier than girls, and
girls who were considered funny rated themselves with more masculine traits. Despite
social changes and the feminist movement challenging gendered perceptions, the belief
that men are funnier persists. As evidence, the study by Mickes et al. (2012) found that
89% of women and 94% of men believed men are funnier. Various studies have used tasks
like cartoon captioning to measure humor production, often finding that male-authored
captions are rated as funnier than female-authored ones. Studies by Greengross and Miller
(2011), Ruch et al. (2009), and Mickes et al. (2012) support this conclusion. Also,
experimental tasks by Howrigan and MacDonald (2008) also showed men producing
funnier material across different tasks, including creating humorous responses and drawing

funny pictures. Cross-cultural studies, like the one by Nevo et al. (2001), found that
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participants from various countries predominantly named men when asked to identify

someone with an outstanding sense of humor.

However, some studies have contradictory findings. Some researchers found no
significant differences in humor ratings between men and women. For instance, Feingold
and Mazzella (1991), Kohler and Ruch (1996), and Edwards and Martin (2010) reported
no sex differences in humor production tasks. Martin and Lefcourt (1983) also found no
difference in funniness when participants were asked to verbally describe objects

humorously or create humorous narratives of films.

In light of all these considerations, the persistence of male superiority in humor
might be influenced by stereotypes. Mickes et al. (2012) found that participants often
misattributed the funniest captions to men, even when the sex was not identified, indicating
a source memory bias driven by the belief that men are funnier. The widely held belief that
men are inherently funnier could naturally lead to the frequent misattribution of humor to
men. However, this phenomenon deserves to be taken seriously because these
misattributions might evolve into self-fulfilling prophecies. As noted by Cann et al. (2011),
if women’s humor is not encouraged, they may be less likely to continue attempting
humor. This situation resembles the concept of stereotype threat, where negative societal
beliefs about a specific group lead to a fear of being judged based on those beliefs,
ultimately affecting the group’s behavior (Spencer, et al. 1999). African Americans’ low
performance on intelligence tests and women’s bad performance on arithmetic tests when
their race or sex is highlighted are widely known examples of stereotype threat (Aronson &
Dee, 2012).

1.4. The Aim of the Study

Considering the fact that the sex of the comedian and receiver are found to have an
effect on joke perception in different cultures (Nevo & Leong, 2001), no research has yet
been found on this in Tiirkiye. There are no studies on how sex differences affect the
perception and appreciation of humor in Turkish samples. Furthermore, the focus of the
humor literature has so far been on individual characteristics and the impact of the social
context on humor has not been sufficiently considered, especially since humor research in

Tirkiye is limited to personality traits. However, this makes the humor literature
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incomplete, so the social dynamics underlying the perception and appreciation of humor
should also be focused on. There are also studies on the relationship between sex and
humor that examine the effect of the sex of the source of the joke, but the jokes selected in
these studies are either sexist jokes targeting women or disparaging humor (Ferguson &
Ford, 2008). However, this does not allow the recipients to make a clear interpretation of
the sex of the source of the joke due to the content of the jokes. In order to see the direct
effect of the sex of the source of the joke, neutral jokes can be selected and in this way the

effect of other factors can be eliminated.

Based on the aforementioned arguments, the fact that gender stereotypes play a
crucial role in Turkish culture (Sakalli et al., 2018) and humor research in Tiirkiye is
limited to personality traits, under the scope of this present thesis the relationship between

the sex of comedian and the perception and appreciation of humor is examined.

As a result of these points, the main aim of this research is to examine the effect of
comedians’ sex (women vs. men) on the perception and appreciation of the jokes on the

receiver in the Turkish sample. Therefore, the research question of this study is as follows:

1. How does the perceived funniness of the same joke differ when delivered by male

and female comedians in the lights of evolutionary perspectives and social identity theory?
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2. METHOD

2.1. Participants

A priori analysis was performed in the G-Power Software 3.1 to calculate the exact
total number of participants. When the estimation power is .95 (p < .05), the calculated
participant number is 132. The sample includes participants who were born and are
currently living in Tiirkiye. Other than these, there are no other exclusion criteria. Since
understanding a joke is directly related to culture, in other words, in order to understand a
joke, it is necessary to have the same cultural perspective. For this reason, participants who
were born in Tiirkiye and have a good command of this culture constituted the sample. By
selecting individuals with the same cultural background for the sample, the possibility of

not fully understanding the joke was tried to be eliminated.

The data of the participants who did not consent to participate in the study and/or
who failed to complete all the questions in the given surveys were excluded from the
analyses. Apart from these, there were no other exclusion criteria. In participants, 43.9% of
the sample consists of female individuals and 56.1% of them are male. The average age of
the participants is 31.85 (mean age of female participants is 31.30 and mean age of male
participants is 32.40). Regarding marital status, 52.3% of the participants are single and
47.7% are married. In terms of education level, 9.1% of the participants completed high
school, 67.4% completed a bachelor’s degree, and 23.5% completed a master’s degree.
Finally, the data collection process was ended, when it reached the participant number that
is recommended by G*Power Analysis.

2.2. Materials

2.2.1. Informed consent form

Informed consent form was asked from the participants about their agreement to
participate in the experiment (please see Appendix 2).
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2.2.2. Humor rating questions

In literature, humor rating is usually asked as “how funny did you find this joke?”. In
this thesis, the quality and cleverness of the jokes were also measured. For this, the
questions were constructed as follows: “How funny did you find the joke? (1 = Not funny,
7 = Very funny), How high quality did you find the joke? (1 = No quality at all, 7 = High
quality), and How clever did you find the joke? (1 = Not clever, 7 = Very clever)”. The

Cronbach's alpha value for the scale was found as .96 (please see Appendix 3).

2.2.3. Demographic information form

In the light of the information that this thesis wants to investigate, the demographic
information form consists of 5 questions; gender, age, marital status, education level and

gender of the comedian (please see Appendix 4).

2.2.4. Debriefing form

After the participants were asked to fill in all the questions and forms, an explanatory
debriefing was given to the participants regarding the main purpose of the study. In this
form, it was explained that the purpose of this study was to determine how the gender of
the comedian affected the perception of humor in the joke and that the participants were
randomly assigned to two separate groups and that jokes with exactly the same content
were shown to one group as belonging to a female comedian and to another group as

belonging to a male comedian (please see Appendix 5).

2.2.5. Jokes

The jokes were selected from the jokes of comedian Tahsin Hasoglu, Deniz Goktas
and phenomenon Sadrettin Tung. The jokes were selected to be of similar comedic style
and content, with the only difference being the sex of the comedian. For the jokes, being in
the same comedy style is important. So far, the humor literature has only examined the
reactions of men and women to sexist jokes and disparaging humor. For this study, neutral

jokes were specifically chosen because if the joke violated a sexist norm, this could be a
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confounding factor in the evaluation. The jokes were selected in such a way that no one
would be offended, to avoid any possible antipathy that the participants might feel towards

the joke.

2.3. Procedure

The Pilot Study

Before the main study, a pilot study was organized to identify the funny jokes within
the existing jokes. In this study, 60 participants (30 women and 30 men) were asked to
evaluate these jokes. The jokes were evaluated on three dimensions: funniness, quality and
cleverness. As a result of this study, the jokes with the highest average scores were
identified and the main study was designed with these jokes. The first two of these jokes
served as “warm-up” jokes and these jokes were shown to each participant at the beginning
of the assessment. The purpose of this is to put the participants exposed to the study in the
online condition in a mood that is appropriate for the purpose of the study. After these
warm-up jokes, 10 jokes were prepared to be shown to the participants for the main part of
the study. At the bottom of the jokes, a non-unisex male name and a female name are

written as the author of the joke (please see Appendix 6).
The Main Study

The participants were reached through several social media and communication
channels (i.e., Twitter, Instagram, WhatsApp) (App. 1). Participants who agreed to take

part in the study received a link created on Qualtrics XM platform.

After clicking on the link, participants were asked to answer certain questions that
are as follows: First, participants were asked to agree to take part in the study through
informed consent (see App. 2). Participants who did not agree to take part in the study
were eliminated, while the ones who agreed to take part were randomly assigned to
Women Comedian or Men Comedian conditions. Participants assigned to Men Comedian
Condition were asked to read a joke of a men comedian delivering a series of jokes and
participants assigned to Women Comedian Condition were asked to read a joke of a
women comedian delivering a series of jokes. After reading the joke, participants were
asked to complete the Humor Rating Questions (see App. 3). Lastly, participants
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completed the demographic information form. In the demographic information form, as an
extra question, the manipulation was checked by asking participants the gender of the
comedian whose jokes they had just evaluated. After completing all the given questions,

they were informed with the debriefing page (see App. 5).

2.4. Statistical Analysis

The data of this study were analyzed through SPSS (Statistical Package for Social
Sciences) 26 program. To test the experimental hypothesis, between-subjects MANOVA
were conducted. In this study, the independent variables are the sex of the comedian and
the sex of the participant; and the dependent variables are funniness, quality, and

cleverness.
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3. RESULTS

The dependent variables of the study are funniness, quality, cleverness and the
independent variables are sex of the comedians and sex of the participants. For the
dependent variable “Funniness”, the skewness for this variable is .422 and the kurtosis is
.071. For the dependent variable “Quality”, the skewness for this variable is .421 and the
kurtosis is .062. For the dependent variable “Cleverness”, the skewness for this variable is
.352 and the kurtosis is -.101.

The distributions of all variables were evaluated using skewness and kurtosis values.
Skewness and kurtosis values in the range of -2 to +2 as stated by George and Mallery
(2010) indicate that the data are normally distributed.

The data were analyzed to determine univariate and multivariate outliers. As a result

of these calculations, no participants were excluded from the study.

3.1. Descriptive Statistics of Study Variables

The dependent variable “Funniness” has a minimum value of 1 and a maximum
value of 7 (M = 3.20, SD = 1.258). The dependent variable “Quality” has a minimum value
of 1 and a maximum value of 7 (M = 3.26, SD = 1.281). The dependent variable
“Cleverness” has a minimum value of 1 and a maximum value of 7 (M = 3.34, SD =

1.295).

3.2. Correlations for Study Variables

The relationships between the dependent variables of funniness, quality and
cleverness were examined, and the results of the correlation analysis are presented in Table
3.1. There are very strong positive relationships between funniness and quality (r = 0.97, p
< .05), funniness and cleverness (r = 0.96, p < .05) and quality and cleverness (r = 0.97, p
< .05). These results indicate that individuals who find jokes funny also tend to consider
them qualified and clever.
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Table 3.1. Correlation for Study Variables

Variables 1 2

1. Funniness

2. Quality 97"

3. Cleverness 96" 97"

"p<.05 "p<.01

3.3. Results of Multivariate Analysis of Variance

A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was performed to evaluate whether
funniness, quality and cleverness as dependent variables differ by sex of comedian and sex
of participant as an independent variable. Table 3.2 shows the descriptive statistics for the
comedy, quality and cleverness scores according to the sex of the comedian and the sex of
the participant. The mean funniness scores according to the sex of the comedian and the
sex of the participant are (Female, Female) M = 3.27 (SD = 1.26), (Female, Male) M = 2.98
(SD = 1.49), (Male, Female) M = 3.44 (SD = 1.35), (Male, Male) M = 3.06 (SD = 1.08),
respectively. The mean quality scores according to the sex of the comedian and the sex of
the participant are (Female, Female) M = 3.39 (SD = 1.29), (Female, Male) M = 3.08 (SD =
1.53), (Male, Female) M = 3.43 (SD = 1.14), (Male, Male) M = 3.11 (SD = 1.24),
respectively. The mean cleverness scores according to the sex of the comedian and the sex
of the participant are (Female, Female) M = 3.42 (SD = 1.25), (Female, Male) M = 3.13
(SD= 1.53), (Male, Female) M = 3.51 (SD = 1.15), (Male, Male) M = 3.26 (SD = 1.33),

respectively.
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Table 3.2. Descriptive Statistics

Variable Sex of the Comedian Sex of the Participant M SD N
Female 3.27 1.26 34
Female Male 2.98 1.49 24
Total 3.15 1.35 58
Female 3.44 1.07 35
Funniness Male Male 3.06 1.26 39
Total 3.24 1.19 74
Female 3.36 1.16 69
Total Male 3.03 1.34 63
Total 3.20 1.26 132
Female 3.39 1.28 34
Female Male 3.08 1.53 24
Total 3.26 1.39 58
Female 3.43 1.14 35
Quality Male Male 3.11 1.24 39
Total 3.27 1.20 74
Female 341 1.21 69
Total Male 3.10 1.35 63
Total 3.26 1.28 132
Female 3.42 1.25 34
Female Male 3.13 1.53 24
Total 3.30 1.37 58
Cleverness Female 351 1.15 35
Male Male 3.26 1.33 39
Total 3.38 1.24 74
Total Female 3.47 1.19 69
Male 3.21 1.40 63
Total 3.35 1.29 132

Table 3.3. shows whether there is a significant difference between the scores of the

dependent variables according to the sex of comedian, sex of participant and the interaction

effect of the sex of the comedian and sex of the participant.

First, there was not a significant difference between sex of comedian when

considered jointly on the variables funniness, quality, cleverness [Wilks’ Lambda = .969,

F(3,126) = 1.35, p > .05, partial »* = .031].

Second, there was not a significant difference between sex of participants when

considered jointly on the variables funniness, quality, cleverness [Wilks’ Lambda = .974,

F(3,126) = 1.12, p > .05, partial #° = .026].
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Third, there were not a significant differences according to the interaction effect of
comedian's sex and participant's sex when considered jointly on the variables funniness,
quality, cleverness [Wilks’ Lambda = .99, F(3,126) = .335, p > .05, partial #° = .008)]

When examining funniness results, there were no significant differences in funniness
score according to the comedian’s sex [F(1,128) = .33, p > .05]. Although male (M = 3.24)
had higher funniness scores than females (M = 3.15), this difference is not significant

statistically.

When examining quality results, there were no significant differences in quality
score according to the comedian's sex [F(1,128) = 0.03, p > .05]. The quality scores of
males (M = 3.27) were approximately equal to those of females (M = 3.26).

When examining cleverness results, there were no significant differences in
cleverness score according to the comedian's sex (F(1,128) = .25, p > .05). Although male
(M = 3.38) had higher cleverness scores than females (M = 3.30), this difference is not
significant statistically. The comedian's sex represents 3% of the variance in the dependent

variables.

Therefore, no significant differences were found on the funniness, quality and

cleverness score according to the sex of the comedian.

When examining funniness results, there were no significant differences in funniness
score according to the participant’s sex [F(1,128) = 2.27, p > .05]. Although females (M =
3.36) had higher funniness scores than male (M = 3.03), this difference is not significant

statistically.

When examining quality results, there were no significant differences in quality
score according to the participant 's sex [F(1,128) = 1.96, p > .05]. Although females (M =
3.41) had higher cleverness scores than male (M = 3.10), this difference is not significant

statistically.

When examining cleverness results, there were no significant differences in
cleverness score according to the participant’s sex [F(1,128) = 1.36, p > .05]. Although
females (M = 3.47) had higher cleverness scores than male (M= 3.21), this difference is

not significant statistically.
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Nearly 3% of the variation in the dependent variables can be explained by the
participant’s sex. When the mean scores for all dimensions of jokes were analyzed, it was
observed that female participants tended to give higher scores than male participants

regardless of the sex of the comedian, but this difference was not statistically significant.

When examining funniness results, there were no significant differences in funniness
score according to the interaction effect of comedian's sex and participant’s sex [F(1,128)

=.04, p > .05].

When examining quality results, there were no significant differences in quality
score according to the interaction effect of comedian’s sex and participant’s sex [F(1,128)
=.00, p > .06].

When examining cleverness results, there were no significant differences in

cleverness score according to the interaction effect of comedian’s sex and participant’s sex

[F(1,128) = .01, p > .05].

Nearly 0.8% of the variation in the dependent variables can be explained by the

interaction effect of comedian's sex and participant’s sex.

Therefore, the Between-Subjects Effects (Table 3.3.) showed that neither the sex of
the comedian nor the sex of the participant had a significant effect on any of the dependent
variables (funniness, quality, and cleverness). The interaction between the comedian’s sex
and the participant’s sex also did not show a significant effect on these dependent

variables.

Table 3.3. Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Source DV df Mean Square F p
Funniness 1 52 .33 .57
Sex of Comedian Quality 1 .05 .03 .86
Cleverness 1 43 25 .62
Funniness 1 3.61 228 .13
Sex of Participant Quiality 1 3.24 196 .16
Cleverness 1 2.32 1.36 .24
Sex of Comedian * Sex Funniness 1 .06 .04 .84
of Participant Quality 1 .00 00 .99
Cleverness 1 .01 01 .93
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4. DISCUSSION

The primary objective of this study was to investigate the impact of comedians’
gender on the perception and valuation of their jokes. To examine the relationships and
differences between the variables, a comprehensive statistical analysis was conducted

employing MANOVA, correlation analysis, and descriptive statistics.

The findings suggest that individuals who find jokes funny are also inclined to
perceive these jokes as high quality and clever. In other words, the perception of jokes
being amusing is strongly associated with the perception of their content being of high
quality and clever. This indicates that comedy is not just a superficial form of

entertainment but also encompasses a deep evaluation of quality and cleverness.

These associations also demonstrate the high perceptual consistency in joke
evaluation: people tend to think jokes are creative, well-thought-out, and well-executed
when they find them hilarious. This emphasizes that comedy needs to have aspects of
quality and intellect in addition to humor in order to be effective. Consequently, it may be
concluded that all three elements contribute in complementary ways to the perceptual

assessment of humor.

The initial descriptive statistics provided an overview of the average ratings for
funniness, quality, and cleverness of jokes performed by both female and male comedians.
Although in an existing study, both men and women supported the assumption that men
are funnier than women (Mickes et al., 2012), the overall mean ratings for these attributes
were similar across genders, suggesting an initial indication that the gender of the
comedian might not play a significant role in how the jokes were received. The moderate
degree of variation among individual judgments reflected by the range of scores underlines

the subjective character nature of humor appreciation.

To delve deeper into the relationships between the gender of the comedian and the
perceived attributes of the jokes, a correlation analysis was conducted. Finding any
possible linear correlations between the variables was the goal of this analysis. The results
revealed very weak correlations between the comedian's gender and the perceived
funniness, quality, and cleverness of the jokes. These correlations were not statistically

significant, implying that the gender of the comedian did not have a meaningful linear
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relationship with how the jokes were perceived by the audience.

This primary finding that the gender of the comedian did not significantly affect the
perceived funniness, quality, or cleverness of the jokes could be interpreted to mean that,
contrary to some social stereotypes, humor appreciation in this Turkish sample may be
gender-neutral. It is known that there is a belief that men are funnier than women is a
prevalent myth and cultural construct (Hitchens, 2007; Shlesinger, 2017). However, these
findings challenge the common belief that male comedians tend to be funnier or more
popular than their female counterparts. It also supports the notion that humor transcends
gender boundaries and is primarily judged on the content and delivery of the jokes rather

than the comedian’s gender.

The dependent variables of funniness, quality, and intelligence were examined for
the combined influence of the comedian's gender, the participant's gender, and their
interaction using a MANOVA. This multivariate approach allowed for a more nuanced
understanding of how these factors might interact and influence the perception of humor.

The MANOVA results indicated no significant effect of the comedian's gender on the
perceived funniness, quality, or cleverness of the jokes. This suggests that, in this sample,
jokes told by female comedians were rated similarly to those told by male comedians
across all three dimensions of humor perception. The analysis also found no significant
effect of the participants’ gender on the dependent variables. This indicates that male and
female participants rated the jokes similarly, regardless of whether the comedian was male

or female.

Although Greengross and colleagues (2020) claimed in their study that men and
women differ in both the production of jokes and the perception and evaluation of jokes,
the fact that the participants' evaluation of jokes was not significantly affected by their
gender can be said to support the idea that comedy is appreciated by both genders. Both
male and female participants evaluated the jokes similarly, regardless of whether the
comedian was male or female. This finding suggests that humor appreciation among
Turkish audiences may be more influenced by individual preferences and the intrinsic

qualities of the jokes rather than gender-based biases.

The lack of significant interaction effects between the comedian’s and participants’

genders implies that the combination of these factors does not produce differential effects
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on humor appreciation. This further supports the idea that humor perception is not
significantly colored by gender dynamics in this context. The results demonstrate that the
perceived sex of comedians has no effect on audience recognition and enjoyment of
comedy. Martin & Ruble (2010) argue that for every increase in awareness and
identification with a particular gender category, there should be an increase in prejudice
against a gender, which would lead to group favoritism. However, in parallel with this
theory, the expectation that audiences may find the jokes of comedians who share their
own gender funnier and show in-group favoritism was not supported by the results of this
study. It can be said that the results did not corroborate the hypothesis that Social Identity

Theory would have an effect on Turkish participants’ perceptions of comedy.

Finally, the interaction effect between the comedian's gender and the participant’s
gender was also non-significant. This indicates that the judgments of the jokes’ quality,
cleverness, and funniness were unaffected by the combined effect of the genders of the
participant and the comic.

When the average values given to the jokes presented are considered, it is seen that
the jokes are generally close to the average value. This evaluation may be a sign that the

jokes were not found very funny in general.

The findings of this study have several theoretical implications. First, they do not
align with social identity theory and self-categorization theory, which suggest that
individuals categorize themselves and others based on salient social identities. According
to Martin and Ruble (2010), bias against the opposite gender should rise in tandem with
each increase in awareness of and identification with a particular gender group. Studies
indicate that young children show a remarkably strong preference and affinity for members
of their own gender over those of other gender groups. Compared to other genders, they
are also more likely to evaluate their own gender more positively and less negatively (e.g.,
pleasant, intelligent). However, the lack of significant gender effects in humor appreciation
indicates that, in this context, gender may not be a salient category influencing the
perception of humor. This could be due to the fact that humor is a universal language that
cuts across social boundaries, or it could point to a trend in culture toward more egalitarian
perspectives on gender roles in entertainment. Second, the results contribute to the
literature on humor appreciation by highlighting that the perceived quality of humor is not

inherently tied to the comedian's gender. It also challenges studies that have found gender
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biases in other contexts, suggesting that these biases might be less pronounced or even
absent in humor appreciation. This casts doubt on evolutionary theories that contend that
gender variations in comedy appreciation are substantial and suggests a more nuanced

view of humor as a quality that all people share.

In conclusion, the study provides valuable insights into the perception of humor and
challenges existing stereotypes about gender differences in comedic ability. The findings
suggest that humor appreciation is not significantly influenced by the comedian's gender,

at least within the Turkish cultural context studied.

4.1. Limitations and Suggestions for Future Studies

Participation in the study is online, which deprived the study of the controlled
environment in the laboratory. However, conducting the study in a laboratory setting is in a
position to negatively affect the nature of the study because the laboratory, being an
artificially created environment, may not be a suitable environment for observing the
emergence of laughter, which is a natural reaction. Nevertheless, to determine whether

there is a meaningful change, the study can be carried out in a lab setting.

It can also incorporate qualitative measures alongside quantitative ones. After rating
the jokes, participants could be interviewed or asked to complete open-ended questions
about why they found a joke funny or not. This method can offer more profound
understandings of the mental and affective mechanisms affecting how comedy is
perceived. Furthermore, until this level, the studies have had to rely on the participants'
statements. In further studies, technologies such as eye-tracking during joke presentations
or facial expression analysis software can be leveraged to obtain objective measures of
participant reactions, which can provide additional layers of data beyond self-reported

humor appreciation.

Another crucial element is that the study can have participants listen to the joke on an
audiotape that has already been recorded in order to emphasize the sex differences with the
voice of men and women. However, in this case, it will be necessary to ensure that two
different people (a man and a woman) voice the joke with the same accent and tonality. To
isolate the influence of the comedian's gender from the delivery style, it is important to

ensure that all jokes are delivered in a similar way (e.g. tone, pace and expression). This
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could involve training comedians to deliver jokes in a standardized way or using voice
modulation software to make gender identifiable while neutralizing vocal differences.
However, in pre-pilot trials, this was tried but not implemented as it created an artificial

sound.

Sample diversity can be increased by including participants from a wider
demographic range such as different age groups, socio-economic backgrounds and regions
in Turkey. This diversity will help to understand whether cultural nuances within the
country affect the perception of humor differently. Furthermore, if funding permits,
carrying out the same research in several nations could yield comparative insights and
improve the findings’ generalizability. Since previous studies have used sexist jokes or
offensive jokes, reconstructing studies with neutral jokes may yield highly relevant results

for the literature.

These enhancements not only strengthen the experimental design but also broaden
the scope and depth of the research, making the findings more robust and applicable across

different contexts and populations.

4.2. Contributions of the Study

This thesis is crucial for several reasons for the literature. First, while researchers
have studied humor's association with factors like intelligence, positive psychology, and
wellbeing, the greatest research focus has been on personality. Some studies on humor in
the field of psychology conducted in Tiirkiye are as follows: in a study conducted by Sozer
and colleagues (2020) with 282 students in Turkey that examined the direct effect of
personality traits and humor styles on adjustment to university and the indirect effect of
humor styles on the relationship between personality traits and adjustment to university, it
was found that self-destructive humor style negatively predicted adjustment to university,
while self-enhancing and participatory humor styles positively predicted adjustment to
university. Yerlikaya (2003) examined the relationships between humor styles and
depression, self-esteem, dysfunctional attitudes, positive and negative emotions and found
that there was a negative relationship between participatory and self-enhancing humor and
depression, and a positive relationship between self-destructive humor style and

depression. Sar1 and Aslan (2005) conducted a study with 480 university students in which
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they examined the relationship between humor styles and coping strategies. As a result of
the study, it was found that university students with negative coping style (helpless coping
style) used negative humor styles (self-destructive humor style) and those with positive
coping style (self-confident coping style) used positive humor styles (participatory humor
style and self-enhancing humor style) more and negative humor styles (aggressive humor)
less. With these results, it was determined that male students used aggressive humor and
self-destructive humor styles, which are negative humor styles, more than female students.
Yerlikaya (2009) conducted a study with a total of 409 university students (199 female and
210 male) to investigate the relationship between humor styles and perceived stress,
anxiety and depression levels and found that there was a negative relationship between
participatory and self-enhancing humor and coping through humor, perceived stress,
anxiety and depression. A low level significant relationship was found between self-
destructive humor and perceived stress, anxiety and depression. However, there is not
much focus on social context or social aspects of it that are related to social psychology.
So, this makes the humor literature incomplete. This incompleteness points to a narrowness
in our perspective on the study of humor, because personality is incomplete if it is studied
by ignoring social factors. In other words, in humor literature, there are studies that focus
on personality, but there are no studies that focus on the social factors of this social
interaction. The reason for conducting this study is to fill this gap in the literature.
Furthermore, the existing literature on the relationship between humor and gender has
focused on "the gender of the audience (the perceiver of the joke)", but the effect of the
gender of the comedian (the joke teller) on the perception of humor has not yet been
studied. However, in social communication, the characteristics of the source as well as the
receiver are important and cannot be ignored. One significant gap in the humor literature is
the impact of the comedian's perceived gender on the audience's perception of humor.
Overall, the literature reviewed indicates that gender plays a complex role in the perception
and appreciation of humor. While some studies found no differences at all between men

and women's perceptions of comedy, others did find significant disparities.

Therefore, further research is required to clarify the nature of the relationship —as
well as the impact of social factors— between gender and humor perception. Research like
this has the potential to shed insight into the ways how gender affects social interactions
and the implications of this for interpersonal communication and relationships. From these
points of view, this study is important for humor literature.
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5. CONCLUSION

This study examines the impact of comedians’ perceived gender on audience
perceptions of humor. It explores the variations in audience responses to the perceived
funniness, quality, and cleverness of jokes when delivered by male and female comedians.

According to Social Identity Theory, it was anticipated that recipients would
positively alter their perception of the joke if it was delivered by a comedian of their own
gender, due to their tendency to evaluate more favorably those they consider part of their
“ingroup” (Tajfel& Turner, 2024). The results demonstrate that the perceived sex of
comedians has no effect on audience recognition and appreciation of comedy. However,
the data of the study did not support the expected impact of Social Identity Theory that
audiences might show group preference by finding jokes from comedians who share their
gender to be funnier in the context of humor perception among Turkish participants. The
lack of significant gender effects on humor perception suggests that humor appreciation
may be more universally shared among audiences, regardless of the comedian's gender.
The findings of this study cast doubt on the widely held belief that men are naturally
funnier than women (Hitchens, 2007; Shlesinger, 2017). In conclusion, the study provides
valuable insights into the perception of humor and challenges existing stereotypes about
gender differences in comedic ability. The findings suggest that humor appreciation is not
significantly influenced by the comedian's gender, at least within the Turkish cultural

context studied.

The belief that men are funnier than women is common (Hitchens, 2007; Shlesinger,
2017). Males are far more likely than women to believe that males are the funnier sex or to
think that men have a great sense of humor, according to studies by Crawford & Gressley
(1991) and Nevo et al. (2001). One study found that the belief that men are funnier than
women was endorsed by 89% of women and 94% of men (Mickes et al., 2012). However,
studies have shown that while both sexes are equally capable of producing humor, males
are more likely to be thought of as funnier than women (Speer, 2017). However, the
findings of this study also do not support the notion that men are perceived as funnier than
women or that gender plays a significant role in humor appreciation. According to the
results of the study, no support for the in-group favoritism view of SIT was found.

However, it was found that men and women were found to be equally funny when they
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presented the same joke. Thus, it can be argued that the sex of comedians does not affect
the audience's perception and appreciation of sense of humor, as the study has shown that

humor production capabilities are equally distributed between men and women.

The data show very strong positive relationships between the variables Funniness,
Quality and Cleverness. It may mean that individuals consistently and regularly consider
the same criteria in their evaluation of a joke. When someone thinks a joke is hilarious,
they usually think it's smart and well written. This suggests that assessments are consistent,
and that different people use comparable standards when judging humor. In this context, it
is seen that not only humorous elements but also quality and intelligence are important for
comedy to be effective. Since people who find jokes funny also find them high quality and
clever, these three components play complementary roles in the perceptual evaluation of

comedy.

Finally, the study dispels myths about gender disparities in comic aptitude and offers
insightful information on how humor is perceived. The findings suggest that humor
appreciation is not significantly influenced by the comedian's gender, at least within the
Turkish cultural context studied. This casts doubt on evolutionary theories that claim there
are notable gender variations in the appreciation of comedy and suggests a more nuanced
view of humor as a quality that all people share (Li & Kenrick, 1999). Future research
should continue to explore these dynamics across different cultural and social contexts to

further understand the complexities of humor appreciation.
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APPENDICES

Appendix 1: Social Media Announcement Text

Bu calisma Baskent Universitesi Sosyal Psikoloji Yiiksek Lisans dgrencisi ilgi
Yelken tarafindan, Tirkiye’de yasayan insanlarin hangi tiir sakalar1 daha komik
bulduklarin1 saptamak amaciyla olusturulmustur. Katilimcilara gesitli sakalar okutulacak

ve sakay1 ne kadar komik bulduklari sorulacaktir. Calisma yaklasik 15 dakika siirecektir.
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Appendix 2: Informed Consent Form

Bilgilendirilmis Onam Formu

Sayin katilimei,

Bu ¢aligma, Baskent Universitesi Psikoloji Béliimii 6gretim iiyesi Dog. Dr. Zuhal
Yeniceri Kokdemir danismanhiginda, Baskent Universitesi Sosyal Psikoloji Yiiksek Lisans
ogrencisi Ilgi Yelken tarafindan, Tiirkiye’de yasayan insanlarm hangi tiir sakalar1 daha
komik bulduklarini saptamak amaciyla olusturulmustur.

Calisma ortalama 15 dakika stirmektedir. Katilim tamamen goniilliilik esasina
dayanmaktadir. Calisma sirasinda herhangi bir rahatsizlik hissederseniz veya calismaya
devam etmek istemezseniz izlemeyi birakip caligmaya katiliminizi sonlandirabilirsiniz.

Arastirma hakkinda daha fazla bilgi almak isterseniz Ilgi Yelken ile iletisime

gecebilirsiniz.

Calismaya katilmay1 onayliyorum ( ............ )
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Appendix 3: Joke Evaluation Form

Saka Degerlendirme Formu

1. Asagdaki 1 ile 10 arasindaki skalay1 kullanarak dinlediginiz sakay1 ne kadar komik

buldugunuzu liitfen belirtiniz.

Hig komik degil Cok komik
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

o o o oOo 0O ad ad

2. Asagidaki 1 ile 10 arasindaki skalayr kullanarak dinlediginiz sakayr ne kadar

kaliteli buldugunuzu liitfen belirtiniz

Hig kaliteli degil Cok kaliteli
1 2 3 4 5) 6 7

o o o o 0O a a

3. Asagidaki 1 ile 10 arasindaki skalay1 kullanarak dinlediginiz sakay:1 ne kadar zekice

buldugunuzu liitfen belirtiniz

Hig zekice degil Cok zekice

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

o o o o 0O d a
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Appendix 4: Demographic Information Form

Demografik Bilgi Formu

1. Cinsiyetiniz:

2. Yasiz:

3. Egitim Durumunuz:

4. Medeni Durumunuz:

5. Sakalarimi degerlendirdiginiz komedyenin cinsiyet:
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Appendix 5: Debriefing Text

Komedyenin Cinsiyetinin Mizah Algis1 Uzerindeki Etkileri

Bu c¢aligmanin amaci, komedyenin cinsiyetinin sakanin mizah algisini nasil
etkiledigini ve giilme tepkisine olan etkisini 6lgmektir. Komedyenin cinsiyetinin etkisini
Olecmek i¢in iki ayr1 grup olusturulup birebir aym igerige sahip sakalar bir gruba erkek
diger gruba ise kadin bir komedyene ait gosterilerek sunulmustur.

Bu bilimsel arastirmada kullanilan sakalardan komedyen Tahsin Hasoglu, Deniz
Goktas ve Sadrettin Tung’a ait olanlar i¢in kendilerine tesekkiirlerimi sunuyorum.

Katiliminiz i¢in tesekkiir ederiz. Calismayla ilgili detayli ek bilgi almak isterseniz

veya herhangi bir sorunuz olursa Ilgi Yelken’e ulasabilirsiniz.
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Appendix 6: Study Jokes

Pilot Calisma Sakalari
1. Ben normalde tanimadigim numaralari agmiyorum sadece kargo falan bekliyorsam

geri gitmesin diye agiyorum.
Gegen giin yine kargo bekliyorum. A¢tim telefonu, Alo dedim.
Ben dedi, Cumhuriyet bagsavcisiyim.

Allahim dedim, insallah dolandiricidir.

2. Zenginler harcadiklar1 parayla bile mutlu olamazken, fakirler hi¢ harcamadiklari
parayla bile mutlu olabiliyor.
Hig ortada dyle bir para yok mesela, yemegi aksam evde yiyor.
Diyor ki: "Bunu disarida yesem en az 350 lira. Ooh ceptee! Bir de salata soylerim
400, bir de tatli soylerim 450. Cayla falan oldu mu sana 500..

Normalde tath s6ylemez, kafada kar edecek ya...

3. Unliilerin dirisiyle X, liisiiyle Y ilgileniyor.
Adamin canli {inlii ile isi yok. Soyle bir film yapar misin deseler ‘’hayatta olmaz’’

diyor ya da ‘‘olmaz ¢iinkii hayatta’’.

4. Riiya tabirlerinde bir sikint1 var. Dikkat ederseniz hic¢biri kendi manasinda degil.
Hep bir metaforik, dolayli anlatim var. Hi¢ dogrudan anlatim yok. Hep bir seyin
manast bagka bir sey demek. Mesela, riiyanda at goriiyorsun: "At murattir" diyor.
Ya da tay gormek ¢cocuk demekmis. Ama ¢ocuk gormek para. Para gormek evlilik.
Evlilik gérmek de miijdeli haber demekmis. Higbiri kendi manasinda degil. Sabaha
kadar bos yere goriiyoruz hepsini. Bence bu riiya tabirlerini basta bir kaydirmislar,
Kimse de itiraf edememis.

-Siz taya ne yazdimiz?
-Cocuk yazdik.
-Aman neyse ya yorumlasin bulsunlar.

5. ““Cocuklarmizi 6zgiir birakin, kendi kararlarini alip istedikleri gibi biri olsunlar’
diyen pedagoglara inanmayin.

Ilerde 20 yasinda bir dallama olarak ¢ikar gelir karsina o ¢ocuk,

sonra o pedagogu ara ki bulasin...
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Babalar Giinii yaklasiyor.

Ya da ‘‘Babaya hi¢ giyemeyecegi bir hediye daha alma giinii”’.

Clinkii babalar asla yeni hicbir seyi giymez.

Onlarin belirledikleri bir kiyafet vardir sadece onu giyerler siiper kahraman
kostiimii gibi. Sivil hayat tiniformas1 o onun...

Glines dogar,giines batar ve baban hep ayni gomlekle dolasir.

Bahar alerjisi olan insanlar1 anlamiyorum.

Bir insanin bitkilerin tozlagmasina kars1 bir tepki gostermesi bildigin yobazlik!

Bu saatte gereksiz yere yemek yemeyeyim diye disiinlip kefir ictim, sonra da
iistiine yemek yedim.

Gereksiz yere kefir igmis oldum.

Gecen y1l Avrupa seyahatimde Cek birine agik olmustum.

Karsiliksiz ¢ikmustt...

Ne zaman bir meselede ¢ok iyi diisiinlip harika bir karar verdigime inansam agip
meyve sikacagina bakiyorum.

Bunu almak da ilk basta 6yle gelmisti ¢linkdi...

Yine her yerde Dogu Ekspresi reklami ¢ikiyor karsima.
50 saat tren yolculugu sonucu Kars’a ulagiyor olmak Enver Paga haricinde kimseye

cazip gelmemeli...

Arabanin motor ariza 15181 yaniyordu iki glindiir.

Hig ¢alistirmadim hatta yanindan bile gegmedim.

Biraz kendine zaman ayirsin kafa dinlesin.

Sorununu kendi i¢inde ¢ozebilecek alan biraktim ona...

20 yillik evliligimizde esimle ii¢ kere bosanma karar1 aldik.

Ucgiinde de oglanin velayetini ikimiz de almak istemedigimiz i¢in vazgegtik.
Gegmisteki icatlar1 hep merak etmisimdir.

Mesela ampulu icat ettiginde Edison’un komsusu s0yle demis midir acaba: ‘’Kapat
su 15181 uyuyamiyoruz!’’

Az once ad1 Targin olan bir insana denk geldim.

Sanirim kendisini gergek ailesi kundakta terk ettikten sonra

golden retrieverlar tarafindan sahiplenip yetistirilmis.
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

X, yeni rolii i¢in bu yagta 20 kilo vermis.

Haberi okuyunca helal olsun dedim yani bu yasta bu azim...

Rolii de normal sisman bu arada.

Problemlerimle yiizlesmek i¢in aynanin karsisina bi gegtim:

Meger problem yiiziimiin ta kendisiymis.

X’de yapilabilecek en mantikli sey sirada ¢ok uzun siire beklemis de olsan sira sana
gelince “’Pardon en yakin Y nerede?’’ diye sormak...

Baraj olmayan yerlere yagan yagmurun barajlara verimli aktarimi i¢in bazi ilgelerin
iistiine hafif egimli olacak sekilde musamba ¢ekilme projesi...

Sabahlar1 yliz yikama isini sirf siz yapiyorsunuz diye yapiyorum yoksa bu olayin
benim uykumun tizerine higbir etkisi yok...

Miidiiriim acil oldugunda anliyorum ama su an “’anda kalmaya’’ calistyorum.
Yarin baksak olmaz mi1?

Bankadan aradilar “‘Kartinizin limitini ytlikseltelim mi?’’ diye.

Tamam dedim, bekledik biraz, olmuyor sizin dedi.

Dostum ben oturuyordum limit konusunu sen agtin zaten...

Insanimizin hangi balin ger¢ek oldugunu anlayabilmek igin gosterdigi

yogun ¢abayi1 bagka bir yone kanalize edebildigimizi diisiinsenize...

Iki giindiir denize baya erken gitmeme ragmen hep bir adam oluyordu.

Bu sabah 6'da geldim. Yerlestim, bekliyorum.

Gelsin beni bi gorsiin de gidip uyuyacagim.

Yok yere rekabete soktu beni.
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Ana Calisma Sakalari

. Ben normalde tanimadigim numaralari agmiyorum sadece kargo falan bekliyorsam
geri gitmesin diye agiyorum.

Gegen giin yine kargo bekliyorum. A¢tim telefonu, Alo dedim.

Ben dedi, Cumhuriyet bassavcistyim.

Allahim dedim, insallah dolandiricidir.

. Zenginler harcadiklar1 parayla bile mutlu olamazken, fakirler hi¢ harcamadiklari
parayla bile mutlu olabiliyor.

Hig ortada dyle bir para yok mesela, yemegi aksam evde yiyor.

Diyor ki: "Bunu disarida yesem en az 350 lira. Ooh ceptee! Bir de salata sdylerim
400, bir de tatli soylerim 450. Cayla falan oldu mu sana 500..

Normalde tath sdylemez, kafada kar edecek ya...

““Cocuklariniz1 6zgiir birakin, kendi kararlarim1 alip istedikleri gibi biri olsunlar’
diyen pedagoglara inanmayin.
flerde 20 yasinda bir dallama olarak ¢ikar gelir karsina o ¢ocuk,

sonra o pedagogu ara ki bulasin...

. Ne zaman bir meselede ¢ok 1yi diisliniip harika bir karar verdigime inansam agip
meyve sikacagina bakiyorum.

Bunu almak da ilk basta dyle gelmisti ¢iinkii...

. Arabanin motor ariza 15181 yantyordu iki glindiir.
Hig ¢alistirmadim hatta yanindan bile gegmedim.
Biraz kendine zaman ayirsin kafa dinlesin.

Sorununu kendi i¢inde ¢ozebilecek alan biraktim ona...

. Unliilerin dirisiyle X, dliisiiyle Y ilgileniyor.
Adamin canli iinlii ile isi yok. Soyle bir film yapar misin deseler ‘’hayatta olmaz’’

diyor ya da ‘‘olmaz ¢iinkii hayatta’’.

Bahar alerjisi olan insanlar1 anlamiyorum.

Bir insanin bitkilerin tozlagmasina kars1 bir tepki gostermesi bildigin yobazlik!

20 yillik evliligimizde esimle {i¢ kere bosanma karar1 aldik.

Uciinde de oglanin velayetini ikimiz de almak istemedigimiz i¢in vazgectik.
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9.

10.

11.

12.

Yine her yerde Dogu Ekspresi reklami ¢ikiyor karsima.
50 saat tren yolculugu sonucu Kars’a ulastyor olmak Enver Pasa haricinde kimseye

cazip gelmemeli.

Bu saatte gereksiz yere yemek yemeyeyim diye diisiiniip kefir i¢tim, sonra da

iistiine yemek yedim.

Babalar Giinii yaklasiyor.

Ya da “’Babaya hi¢ giyemeyecegi bir hediye daha alma giinii’’.

Ciinkii babalar asla yeni hi¢bir seyi giymez.

Onlarin belirledikleri bir kiyafet vardir sadece onu giyerler siiper kahraman
kostiimii gibi. Sivil hayat tiniformas1 o onun...

Glines dogar,giines batar ve baban hep ayni1 gomlekle dolasir.

Gecen y1l Avrupa seyahatimde Cek birine agik olmustum.

Karsiliksiz ¢ikmustt...
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Presentation of the Same Jokes to the Participants

Ben normalde tanimadigim numaralari agmiyorum sadece kargo falan
bekliyorsam geri gitmesin diye agiyorum.

Gegen giin yine kargo bekliyorum. A¢tim telefonu, Alo dedim.

Ben dedi, Cumhuriyet bagsavcisiyim.

Allahim dedim, insallah dolandiricidir.

YAZAN: EMRE YILMAZER

Ben normalde tanimadigim numaralari agmiyorum sadece kargo falan
bekliyorsam geri gitmesin diye agiyorum.

Gegen giin yine kargo bekliyorum. Agtim telefonu, Alo dedim.

Ben dedi, Cumhuriyet bagsavcisiyim.

Allahim dedim, insallah dolandiricidir.

YAZAN: ELIF OZYILMAZ
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